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Welcome Skepticism 


I'm no expert on the JFK assassina- 
tion, but it seems to me that Oliver 
Stone has done us all a valuable service 
and does not deserve the pillorying he 
has received in the media. What George 
Will [‘“JFK': Paranoid History," op-ed, 
Dec. 26] and other critics fail to appreci- 
ate is that Stone has reminded us of 
what our Founding Fathers knew 200 
years ago when they set out a Bill of 
Rights: that we should be vigilant in 
seeing that government does not be- 
come too powerful. . A sure way for 
government to gain such power is if its 
citizens do not question its actions and 
pronouncements. 

Why, then, has Stone been so roundly 
criticized for challenging the “official" 
version of the Kennedy assassination? 
The truth of Stone's version of history is 
not the issue. Rather, Stone's point is 
that we should not take at face value the 
official assertions that Lee Harvey Os- 
wald acted as a crazed lone gunman in 
assassinating President Kennedy. I be- 
lieve that Stone would agree that his 
version of history should not be swal- 
lowed as incontrovertible fact as well. 

Stone's contribution is in reminding 
us that complacency is a threat to de- 
mocracy just as much as, if not more 
than, we thought communism was. The 
Pentagon Papers, the Gulf of Tonkin 
Resolution, Watergate and Iran-contra 
should be proof enough that we need no 
reminder. But apparently our blind ac- 
ceptance of the invasion of Grenada and 
lack of outrage at Pentagon censorship 
throughout the gulf war indicate that we 


have not fully learned our lesson. Stone 
should be applauded for continuing what 
has been, and should continue to be, one 
of our wisest traditions: raising a 
healthy dose of skepticism at the words 
and deeds of our government. 

, —Roger Kosson 
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With his vitriolic diatribe against Oli- 
ver Stone, George Will joins the ava- 
lanche of Stone-bashing that seems all 
the rage and all out of proportion to the 
release of what is, after all, just a movie. 
Like others, Will seems to deliberately 
ignore the fact that Garrison’s and 
Stone's theory about a conspiracy to kill 
Kennedy is just that— a theory. It is a 
theory that attempts to explain some of 
the more troubling aspects of the assas- 
sination that point to at least some 
element of participation by some person 
or persons working within the. govern- 
ment. 

But just as Clay' Shaw’s not-guilty 
verdict neither proved his innocence nor 
validated the Warren Commission Re- 
port, the various “flaws" in Stone's mov- 
ie similarly do not somehow eliminate 
the hundreds of as yet unexplained 
pieces of evidence and testimony that 
contradict the lone-assassin theory. One 
does not’ have to agree with Stone’s 
conclusion to believe that a conspiracy 
existed, Moreover, even if Stone's theo- 
ry is wrong, that does not make the 
movie, as Will put it, “an act of execra- 
ble history and contemptible citizen- ( 
ship." 
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It is ironic that the movie “JFK," 
which Stone has never claimed to be the 
conclusive answer to this mystery, is 
being subjected to much more nitpicking 
scrutiny by the mainstream press than 
the Warren Commission Report ever 
has been. I would have more confidence 
‘in Will’s and others' objectivity if, along 
with their criticism of Stone, they also 
supported the opening of evidence 
sealed by the Warren Commission and 
House Select Committee on Assassina- 
tions. Or would asking for that evidence 
also be an act of “contemptible citizen- 
ship?" - 

— Donald Squires 
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As a 24-year-old second-year law stu- 
dent at Catholic University I have just 
recently entertained the notion that 
John F. Kennedy was assassinated 
through a conspiracy perpetrated by the 
CIA or other government officials. I and 
friends of my age owe much gratitude to 
Oliver Stone for his eye-opening motion 
picture, “JFK". After seeing the movie I 
was not content to limit my exposure to 
the subject and so I have read some of 
the leading literature on the matter. 

Recently your paper has published 
columns concerning “JFK" by David Be- 
lin and Gerald Ford, George Will, Ste- 
phen S. Rosenfeld and Stone himself. 
Stone's movie is* attacked on the basis 
that it is unpatriotic, fallacious and stirs 
up unwarranted and harmful sentiment 
against the government for something 
that occurred 28 years ago and should 
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be left alone. As someone who was born 
after Nov. 22, 1963, I find the attacks 
on “JFK” exhibit the obvious biases and 
.protection of vested interests in Wash- 
ington circles and the value of truth in 
the democratic process. 

The days are over when Walter Cron- 
kite can tell the nation that it is in its 
best interest to believe the “official" 
version of a national disaster because it 
will promote national security. Water- 
gate and Iran-contra have dispelled any 
myths about the credibility of the CIA or 
other government actors. 

The answer to who shot John F. 
Kennedy is important because our gov- 
ernment should be held accountable for 
its actions. But more important, the 
answer carries much value in framing 
the mood and ‘manner in which the 
American people will scrutinize future 
actions by their government. 

As someone of the post-Kennedy gen- 
eration with no illusions about govern- 
ment excesses, I believe I speak for 
most when I say that an objective analy- 
sis of the weight of the evidence on both 
sides clearly shows that “JFK" is an 
accurate representation of history. No 
more convincing evidence of this can be 
asked than Lyndon Johnson’s statement 
in 1975 that he never believed that 
Oswald acted alone and the House Se- 
lect Committee on Assassinations' de- 
termination that a conspiracy was “prob- 
able" in the murder of John F. Kennedy. 

—Jaime Aparisi 


